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REMARKS 

The Office Action dated March 20, 2006 has been reviewed, and the comments of the 
U.S. Patent Office have been considered. Claims 1-16 are pending in this application. 

The Office Action at page 2 asserts thai the amendments made to independent claim I in 
se February 13 it have not beet cause those 

amendments were made to the preamble (the preamble of independent claim i I was .not 
amended in the February 1 3 Amendment). The Office Action relies on In re Hiraa and Kropa v. 
Robie tor the proposition that "a preamble is generally not accorded any patentable weight where 

it merely recites the purpose of a process or the intended use oi avu v 1_ t\ y 

ofthv o d . ■ , - but. Mislead, the process steps or 

structural limitations are able to stand alone" (emphasis added). Applicants respectfully traverse- 
the Office Action's assertion because the body of claim 1. plainly does depe nd on the preamble 
for completeness where the preamble recites, lor example, "a dynamoelectric machine 
mechanically coupled to an internal combustion engine by a shaft . ..." Thus, applicants' prior 
amendment to he pi a w e was an amendment to the claim limitations and should have been 
fully considered. 

Nonetheless, in order to advance prosecution, claims 1 and 1 1 are amended to more 
particularly point out and distinctly claim that the dynamoelectric machine drives the shaft to 
Start tlie engine in rotation. These amendments are appropriate under 37 C.F.R. §1.116 because 
they clarify feature.-, -wnMdereu prc\ ieush n the aK we- mentioned preamble, Accordingly, the 
amendments to claims 1 and 11 do not raise new issues requiring farther search and/or review or 
raise issues thai have not been considered previously. It is respectfully requested that the 
i r en w c entered. 

Claims 1-16 are rejected under 33 U.S.C. 103(a) over Kawaguchi (U.S. Patent No. 
4,963,403) in view of Moore (U.S. Patent No. 6,306,056 BO. The rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

The applied references fail to show or describe a method or a range extender in which a 
dynarrmc.ee Oc machine drives a shaft u- -i n\ .w t .' i vJ 

after a meeting pr edeterm in ed tem perature threshold, fuel is supplied to the engine and the 
gmt s c ite ind tli iciivatK f v u^s i electric machine fb >per oi sa 
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generator to provide an electrical current output after a period of engine prime mover operation. 
The Office Action at pages 4, 5, and 6 asserts that Moore describes the features of claims 148 at 
o i o il * ' in T1 ^ ie o ' v s i 

j <.„ . < ><g go ijr- fo f-w Kjcciioi! ha\e been pie\ i ed in tb's %yaa and die 
Office Action thus fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Moreover, the applied references fail to show or describe the features of claims 1 and 11. 
For example, the applied references fail to disclose an electric moiur thai drives a shall to start 
engine in rotation. Kawagachi fails to describe how engine 16 is rotationaily started, or describe 
any arrangement in which generator 20 drives engine 16 in rotation. Rather. Kawaguchi is 
limited to an arrangement where engine 16 drives generator 20 to produce electrical energy. See 
Kawaguchi at col. 1 , lines 13-16, and col. 3, lines 6-8. Moore likewise fails to describe how firs! 
engine 12 and second engine IS are rotationaily started, or describe any arrangement in which 
motor/generator 28 drives engines 12 or 18 in rotation. Moore only describes motor/generator 
28 as providing torque directly to the wheels of a vehicle. See Moore at col. 1, lines 29-30 and 
39-41, and col. 2, lines 33-35 and 54-55. Moore does not describe the torque generated by 
motor/generator 28 as being provided to engines 12 or 1$, 

Likewise, K ' s -ni Moore fail to disclose anything regarding a motor rotating m 

engine without any fuel or ignition supplied to the engine, achieving a predetermined 
temperature of the engine, supplying fuel and ignition to the engine, and then activating the 
motor to fn ierator. 

For the foregoing reasons, Kawaguchi and Moore, alone or in combination, fail to 
disclose ail of the features recited in the independent claims, or in the dependent claims thereof. 
It is respectfully requested that the rejection be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 

. w j< ^ -merits and remaiks, A \ 

recc s e on this e ion t dt e prompt a! jwa c ) ..mis. 

Should the Examine* feel that there are a i\ s- ..e ? ov s-tai on of this 

re ?o se e Examiner is invite < nac the undersigned to expedite prosecution of the 
< 3pii« at ion 

(.mis ner is hereby i zed I 1 1 er to el rrge 1 ^ s during > c ' - 
> ik i ^ i s v. v < i 17 which may be 

required, including any required extension of time fees, or credit any overpayment to Deposit 
Account 50-3840, This paragraph is intended, to be a CONSTRUCTIVE PETITION FOR 
EXTENSION OF TIME m accordance with 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a)(3). 

Respcetfui:> submitted. 
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